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Senate Bill 13, as amended in the state Assembly on 
August 12, 2019, would help to facilitate the development 
of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and provide amnesty 
for unpermitted ADUs to become compliant. SB 13 may 
have housing- and income-related health impacts on both 
homeowners and tenants. This review finds:  

•	 �strong evidence that easing restrictions on the 
development of ADUs provides incentives for 
homeowners to build ADUs and, as a result, increases 
the supply of permanent housing.1  

•	� a fair amount of evidence that ADUs are affordable 
within the neighborhood where they are located, but 
may not be a viable housing option for lower-income 
residents in the absence of government incentives.2 

•	 �a fair amount of evidence that rent from ADUs 
provides homeowners with additional income to 
maintain their properties, sustain their mortgages, and 
increase disposable income.3 There is a fair amount of 
evidence that seniors (age 65+) do not own or live in 
ADUs at higher rates than other age groups;4 instead, 
there is a concentration of ownership among middle-
aged adults.5

•	 �a fair amount of evidence that infill development 
in higher-income areas could increase the social and 
economic diversity of neighborhoods, providing more 
residents with access to better services.6  

•	� a fair amount of evidence that an amnesty program for 
unpermitted ADUs encourages landlords to bring units 
into compliance with permitting requirements, but it is 
not well researched if this results in health- and safety-
related improvements in units with unhealthy or unsafe 
conditions.7 The impact of an amnesty policy on rents is 
not well researched. 

See definitions of strength of evidence on page 9. 
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Policy decisions made outside of the public 
health and health care sectors, such as in 
education, land use, or criminal justice, 
can affect health and well-being. Health 
Notes are intended to provide objective, 
nonpartisan information to help legislators 
understand the connections between 
these sectors and health. Health Notes are 
not intended to make definitive or causal 
predictions.

The California Budget & Policy Center 
selected SB 13 as an illustrative example 
to demonstrate potential health impacts 
of proposed legislation. Developing ADUs 
to increase the supply of housing has been 
cited by housing advocates and housing 
policy researchers as a potentially important 
strategy in California.

See information about the selected bill 
components on page 7.

There are many ways in which housing and 
where one lives may influence health. For 
instance, housing affordability, the conditions 
in neighborhoods and communities, and 
the physical conditions within homes all 
affect individual health outcomes.8 SB 13 
aims to facilitate the development of ADUs 
and encourage landlords with unpermitted 
ADUs to become compliant. In doing so, this 
bill could help to provide more affordable 
housing options for renters, provide 

What Are the Potential 
Health Impacts of SB 13? 
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What are ADUs?

For the purposes of this analysis, ADUs are defined in section 
65852(2) of the California Government Code: an “attached or 
detached residential dwelling, which provides complete independent 
living facilities for one or more persons. It shall include permanent 
provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation on the 
same parcel as the single-family dwelling is situated.”14 This Health 
Note also refers to “unpermitted ADUs,” which are units that do not 
conform to local building codes and have never been inspected by 
local officials.15 These unpermitted ADUs were built without local 
agency oversight and approval. 

additional income for homeowners 
who build ADUs, increase renters’ 
access to well-established 
resource areas – higher-income 
neighborhoods – and improve the 
physical conditions of unpermitted 
ADUs that become compliant. 

Both renters and homeowners may 
benefit from the development of 
ADUs by helping to lower their cost 
of living. Given that ADUs are often 
seen as affordable housing options 
for renters, particularly in urban 
areas, increasing the supply of ADUs 
may allow renters to spend less on 
housing.9, 10 Homeowners who build 
and rent ADUs could also benefit 
from additional income support. 
Research shows that families that 
experience difficulty paying their 
rent, mortgage, or utility bills are 

more likely to lack a sufficient food supply and are less 
likely to have a consistent source of medical care.11 
Difficulty paying rent or mortgage is also a marker of 
housing instability and may lead to food insecurity and 
homelessness.12 Therefore, this bill could lead to a 
change in income-related health outcomes for renters 
and homeowners, including a decrease in chronic 
health conditions and mental health conditions such as 
stress and anxiety.

Furthermore, given that access to affordable 
housing is a problem that disproportionately affects 
low-income households, and that the majority 
of individuals with high housing cost burdens in 
California are people of color, the development 
of more affordable housing options could help 
to address health inequities based on race and 
ethnicity.13 

Building more ADUs could help with housing 
affordability even if the ADUs themselves are not 
considered to be affordable units. The development 
of ADUs could lead to an increase in the supply of 
housing, which could potentially reduce the cost of 
housing in the overall market. More specifically, it 

could be expected to slow the rate of increase in the 
cost of housing compared to the increase expected 
without adding those units to the housing supply.

ADUs could be particularly beneficial for middle-
aged and elderly homeowners by allowing them to 
more easily remain in their homes as they transition 
into fixed or reduced incomes towards the end of 
their lives. Research demonstrates that “aging in 
place” significantly reduces stress and improves 
mental health among seniors.16 The income from 
renting out either an ADU or the main house could 
help older adults achieve the financial stability 
needed to age in place, thereby allowing them to 
stay near their established networks and decreasing 
the risk of isolation and depression.17 ADUs could 
also be beneficial for seniors because they can be 
built with ADA accessibility standards to allow easy 
mobility throughout the home.

If ADUs are developed in well-established resource 
areas, they could improve opportunities for renters 
to be healthy. Research suggests that people living 
in lower-income areas rate their own health lower 
than those living in higher-income neighborhoods.18 
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In addition, low-income neighborhoods contribute 
to higher rates of obesity and chronic disease due 
to many factors, including a higher density of fast 
food restaurants, decreased accessibility to fresh 
foods, and environments that are not conducive to 
physical activity.19 Building ADUs in well-established 
resource areas could help to increase access to the 
amenities that are often found in these areas, such as 
higher-performing and better-funded schools, better 
police protection, and transit stations. Furthermore, 
ADUs could help to increase social equity – defined 
as ensuring that social services are delivered fairly 
and equitably to all social groups.20 Social equity 
also reflects the notion that increasingly diverse 
populations are the foundation for a more creative 
and more tolerant society.21 

By providing amnesty to owners of unpermitted 
ADUs, this bill may help to achieve a higher level of 
housing quality, which would promote good physical 
and mental health.22 Research shows that poor 
conditions are associated with various negative health 
outcomes, such as injury, chronic disease, and poor 
mental health.23 Features of poor housing conditions 
include a lack of air conditioning, inadequate 
plumbing, and/or exposure to hazards such as carbon 
monoxide, allergens, and lead in paint, pipes, and 
faucets.24 People living in units with poor housing 
conditions may be more likely to be exposed to 
damaged appliances, exposed nails, or peeling paint, 
which could lead to illness or injury.25 Waiving certain 
fees and penalties may help to provide a pathway 
for unpermitted ADUs to meet health and safety 
standards that would be less harmful to an occupant’s 
health.

The high cost of housing and lack of affordable 
housing are among the primary drivers of California’s 
high poverty rate, ranked first among the 50 states 
under the Supplementary Poverty Measure.26 The high 
costs disproportionately affect renters and households 

Why Do These Findings 
Matter for California?  

with low incomes.27 More than half of renters are 
“cost burdened,” meaning they pay more than 30% 
of income toward housing.28 Eight in 10 households 
with incomes below 200% of the federal poverty line 
were housing cost burdened in 2017.29 Additionally, 
more than 2 in 3 Californians who struggle to afford 
housing are people of color.30 High costs are in part 
driven by the shortage of rental housing.31 

As the state continues to debate policy solutions 
to improve housing affordability, encouraging the 
development of ADUs may be an effective strategy 
to increase the supply of housing because it allows 
homeowners to increase the number of available units 
without requiring direct government investments in 
large development projects.32 Compared to other 
forms of low-income and affordable housing, studies 
show that ADUs are relatively inexpensive to build. 
The Terner Center for Housing Innovation at UC 
Berkeley found that costs to build ADUs in the cities 
of Portland, Oregon, Seattle, and Vancouver were 
low because they did not include land costs and 
construction duration is short.33

Recent state legislation by Senators Wieckowski 
and Bloom in 2016 and 2017 helped to facilitate 
the development of ADUs by requiring cities 
to limit parking requirements, eliminate some 
utility connection fees, and streamline review and 
approval processes.34 San Diego had 17 ADU 
applications in 2016, which increased to 64 in 2017.35 
Similarly, Oakland saw an increase in the number 
of applications received from 99 in 2016 to 247 
in 2017.36 Los Angeles had the largest increase, 
receiving 80 ADU applications in 2016 and 1,980 
through November of 2017.37 Still, remaining 
barriers prevent further proliferation. Burdensome 
development fees and building codes continue to 
inhibit the construction of ADUs.38 For example, 
the Terner Center survey of Portland, Seattle, 
and Vancouver found that city permits and utility 
connections accounted for over 10% of construction 
costs.39
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There is a fair amount of evidence that ADUs 
are affordable within the neighborhood where 
they are located, but may not be a viable 
housing option for lower-income residents in 
the absence of government incentives.48 

Some research finds that ADUs offer affordable rents, 
in part because of their smaller unit size, and that 
they often rent at below market rates.49 The Terner 
Center study of Portland, Seattle, and Vancouver found 
that 58% of homeowners reported renting below 
market rate.50 Similarly, a study in the East Bay Area 
concluded that average rents of ADUs were affordable 
to households earning at or below 62% of area median 
income. (Many ADUs included in this study were 
unpermitted, which may have decreased rents.51) 
In contrast, a study conducted in Portland, Oregon 
found that about 80% of ADUs were rented at market 
rate or sometimes even at a premium compared to 
apartments of similar size and location.52 

Interwoven with the shortage in housing supply is the 
need to provide low-income housing to the state’s 
most financially strained residents. There is mixed 
evidence that permitted ADUs house low-income 
households, despite localities’ ability – since 2002 – to 
count ADUs as low-income housing for the Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment.53 

Additional policies could guarantee that newly built 
ADUs have affordable rents. Research by Ramsey-
Musolf finds that unless a local zoning code regulates 
an ADU’s maximum rent, occupancy income, and/or 
effective period, then the city or state will be unable 
to ensure that units are available to people with low 
income.54 One strategy implemented in Los Angeles, 
through The Backyard Homes Project, provides owners 
with support through technical assistance and financing 
in return for agreeing to rent their ADUs to households 
using subsidized housing vouchers.55 Another example 
is the city of Pasadena, which reduces permit fees from 
roughly $20,000 to $1,000 per unit if homeowners 
agree to a seven-year rent restriction.56

There is strong evidence that easing 
restrictions on the development of ADUs 
provides incentives for homeowners to build 
ADUs and, as a result, increases the supply 
of permanent housing.40 

Studies analyzing the effect of easing strict land-use 
regulations on the development of ADUs conclude 
that incentives are an effective policy tool to increase 
the supply of such units. In 2010, Portland, Oregon 
waived development fees covering sewer, water, and 
other infrastructure connections, reducing costs by 
$8,000 to $11,000 per unit.41 In 2013, the city received 
almost 200 ADU applications, six times more than the 
yearly average from 2000-2009.42  

A recent study found that localities in California with 
the least restrictive laws regulating ADUs were 67% 
more likely to receive frequent applications than 
localities with restrictive laws.43 This study found that 
localities without off-street parking requirements were 
much more likely to receive monthly applications.44 
Another study analyzing single family lots within half 
a mile of five Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations 
in the cities of Berkeley, El Cerrito, and Oakland 
estimated that 2,149 potential ADUs could be 
constructed if cities had less stringent lot-size, parking, 
and setback requirements than under the zoning laws 
at the time.45 

The Terner Center survey of Portland, Seattle, and 
Vancouver found that 60% of ADUs were used for 
permanent housing, compared to 12% for short 
term rentals.46 Results from another study in Oregon 
showed that about 82% of respondents used ADUs 
as someone’s permanent residence, which is similar 
to an analysis conducted in 2011 in the East Bay Area, 
where 85% of owners reported using ADUs as long-
term housing.47 

What Are the Potential Effects 
of SB 13 on the Supply of 
Permanent Housing?   

What Are the Potential Effects 
of SB 13 on the Supply of  
Affordable Housing?   
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What Are the Potential Effects 
of SB 13 on Housing Stability 
for Homeowners and Seniors? 

There is a fair amount of evidence that 
rent from ADUs provides homeowners with 
additional income to maintain their properties, 
sustain their mortgages, and increase 
disposable income.57 There is a fair amount 
of evidence that seniors (age 65+) currently 
do not own or live in ADUs at higher rates 
than other age groups;58 instead, there is a 
concentration of ownership among middle-
aged adults.59 

While more research is needed to better understand 
the social-economic breakdown of homeowners who 
are able to build ADUs, available information suggests 
that ADUs can provide additional income support. 
Research shows income received from rent is a major 
factor prompting homeowners to build ADUs. Building 
an ADU to have an extra source of income was the 
number one reason for initiating construction of an 
ADU, according to a recent Terner Center survey.60 
Furthermore, a study in Seattle found that 64% of 
respondents said they built ADUs for extra income, 
53% to reduce house payments, and 47% to increase 
home value.61 

It is often cited that ADUs can provide seniors with 
the ability to age in place, extend their independence, 
and allow caretakers to live in proximity. However, 
research over the past few decades has consistently 
shown that seniors do not own or live in ADUs 
at higher rates than other age groups.62 Major 
barriers for seniors include the hardships entailed in 
construction, renting, and maintaining ADUs as well as 
reluctance to take on debt.63, 64  

As the population of ADU owners ages, there may be 
a significant increase in the percentage of seniors who 
own ADUs and could benefit by living-closer to family, 
housing a caretaker, receiving additional income from 
rent, or downsizing. A survey in Oregon found that 

about 30% of ADU owners were 55 to 64 years old 
and nearly 23% were 45 to 54 years old. In contrast 
seniors (65+) accounted for 20% of homeowners 
in the areas surveyed.65 Furthermore, opinion polls 
show that as many as 70% to 80% of Baby Boomers 
express a preference for aging in place.66 Therefore, 
while seniors do not currently own or occupy ADUs at 
especially high rates, middle-aged adults do, and they 
could benefit from owning ADUs when they become 
seniors. 

There is a fair amount of evidence that infill 
development in higher-income areas could 
increase the social and economic diversity of 
neighborhoods, providing more residents with 
access to better services.67 

Research shows that when ADUs are located in 
higher-income areas and provide housing for 
middle- and low-income families, “place diversity” 
can increase.68 “Place diversity” refers to the spatial 
diversity of people and functions.69 It can increase 
social equity by mixing different social groups in 
one area, providing more people with access to key 
resources.70 A recent study found that geographical 
disparities in life expectancy in US counties are large 
and increased from 1980 to 2014.71 Furthermore, 
research shows that growing up in a neighborhood 
with concentrated poverty may decrease one’s well-
being.72 

Infill development – when new buildings are 
constructed in previously developed areas rather 
than on raw land – could provide more residents 
with access to better schools, safety, and other 
vital services that improve health and well-being, 
assuming that these new units are located in well-
established resource areas.73 In contrast, infill units in 
neighborhoods with high crime and low-performing 
schools would not provide access to crucial resources.

What Are the Potential Effects
of SB 13 on Access to 
Neighborhood-Based Resources? 
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There is a fair amount of evidence that an 
amnesty program for unpermitted ADUs 
encourages landlords to bring units into 
compliance with permitting requirements, 
but it is not well researched if this results in 
health- and safety-related improvements in 
units with unhealthy or unsafe conditions.74 
The impact of an amnesty policy on rents is 
not well researched. 

Existing literature on ADUs notes that the majority 
of existing units are unpermitted.75 A 2014 study 
estimated 25,000 unpermitted ADUs in Los Angeles 
alone.76 Unpermitted ADUs may not have the proper 
living amenities and may not meet local health and 
safety standards, which could have health implications. 
One study in the East Bay Area found that ADUs were 
more likely to have substandard cooking facilities than 
other types of rental units, due largely to the number 
of unpermitted ADUs and construction carried out in 
an amateur manner.77 

Research demonstrates that various amnesty 
programs throughout California have proven 
successful encouraging many homeowners to register 
unpermitted units.78 For example, in just two years, 60 
units were legalized in Marin County.79 Their success 
was attributed to a limited grace period coupled with 
fee reduction and regulatory concessions.80 However, 
it is unknown if ADU amnesty programs lead to 
improvements in the health and safety conditions of 
unpermitted units. Research is needed to determine 
how to most effectively structure an amnesty program 
to ensure that owners of unpermitted units in poor 
conditions may have a path to receive permits and 
also have incentives to improve the quality of their 
ADUs. 

It is not well researched whether providing a pathway 
for unpermitted ADUs to become compliant changes 
rents for tenants. The informal manner in which many 
ADUs are built, managed, and supplied contributes to 
relatively lower rents.81 As noted above, a 2011 study 

What Are the Potential Effects 
of SB 13 on Unpermitted ADUs?  

in the East Bay Area found that rents were affordable 
to someone earning at or below 62% of the area 
median income.82 However, this same study found 
that upwards of 90% of ADUs in the city of Berkeley, 
one of three cities within the area researched, lacked 
building and zoning permits.83 Further research is 
required to make conclusive claims regarding the 
effects widespread amnesty might have on rents. 

Research suggests ADUs are composed 
of smaller households and younger adults 
compared to the primary residence. Also, 
ADUs may have important implications for 
middle age adults, seniors, and communities 
of color.

The Terner Center study found that ADU households 
in Portland, Seattle, and Vancouver generally are 
small: 57% of ADUs consisted of one person and 36% 
consisted of two people.84 A study in Oregon found 
similar results: 64.2% of households included one 
person and 34.3% two people.85 It also found that 
nearly 60% of occupants were female.86

Various studies have found that ADU tenants are 
younger than residents of the primary unit and that 
most do not have children. A study conducted in the 
Bay Area found that adults in ADUs were, on average, 
11 years younger than those residing in the main 
residence.87 It also found an average of 0.18 children 
per ADU household compared to 0.37 in households 
in the primary residence.88 Other studies suggest 
that ADUs can be an affordable housing option for 
students near college campuses.89 

In addition, ADUs can help middle-aged and elderly 
homeowners who build and rent ADUs. Although 
seniors currently do not disproportionally utilize 
ADUs more than other age groups, ADUs may 
become a source of income for them in the long run. 
ADUs could provide seniors with the ability to live in 
multi-generational homes near their children, house 
caretakers, or downsize to live in a smaller unit while 
renting the primary residence for extra income.

Which Populations Are Most 
Likely to Be Affected by SB 13?   
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Facilitating the development and legalization of ADUs 
could have important implications for communities 
of color. The majority of individuals in California 
facing high housing cost burdens are people of 
color, so if SB 13 led to an increase in the housing 
supply – particularly in the supply of affordable 
housing, with resulting effects on health as described 
above – people of color might especially benefit.90 
At the community level, one study found the most 
restrictive ADU laws are in communities of color with 
lower household incomes, greater declines in income 
during 2010s, and lower median home values.91 
More research is needed to understand why these 
communities have chosen to enact more restrictive 
ADU laws in order to understand the benefits and 
tradeoffs that these communities could experience if 
SB 13 becomes law.

The history of zoning in the United States and 
California has led to urban sprawl and strict limitations 
on density, which makes ADUs a potential solution 
to increase the supply of housing in desirable 
neighborhoods. ADUs allow for infill development 
of housing in single-family-home neighborhoods. 
Census data from 2000 show that 56% of overall 
housing stock in California is composed of single-
family detached units.92 The concentration of single-
family-home neighborhoods is even higher in some 
cities. For example, 94% of residential land in San 
Jose is zoned for detached single-family homes.93 
After state policymakers eased ADU regulations in 
2016, applications in San Jose increased from 45 in 
2016 to 166 in 2017.94 Many other cities, including 
Los Angeles, Oakland, and San Francisco, also saw 
significant growth in the number of applications. 
Oakland received 99 ADU applications in 2016, 
and 247 in 2017.95 Therefore, ADUs are a potential 
strategy to boost the supply of housing in areas that 
offer few opportunities for large scale multi-family and 
apartment developments.96 

How Large Might the Impact Be? 

Bill number: SB 13
Bill topic: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Primary Sponsor: Senator Bob Wieckowski 

The bill aims to facilitate the construction of 
ADUs in single-family and multi-family areas. Key 
components of the bill prohibit a local agency 
from:

•	� Requiring the replacement of parking spaces 
if a garage, carport, or covered parking is 
demolished to construct an ADU. 

•	� Imposing parking standards on ADUs 
located within a traversable distance of one-
half mile of public transit. 

•	� Establishing a minimum square footage. 

•	� Establishing a maximum square footage that 
is either less than 850 square feet, or 1,000 
square feet for ADUs with more than one 
bedroom. 

•	� Requiring owner occupancy for either the 
primary residence or the ADU until January 
1, 2025. 

•	� Imposing any impact fees upon the 
development of an ADU that is less than 750 
square feet. For larger ADUs, the bill would 
require any impact fees to be proportional 
to the square footage of the primary 
dwelling unit.  

SB 13 requires a local agency to consider an 
application within 60 days, instead of the current 
120-day review window. In addition, the bill 
encourages owners of unpermitted ADUs – those 
built before January 1, 2020 – to register their 
units and come into compliance with local building 
standards. Specifically, a local agency, upon 
request of an owner, would be required to delay 
enforcement of a local building standard for five 
years. 

Bill Information  
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Once the bill was selected, the research team hypothesized the bill’s likely impacts, including health 
outcomes. The bill components were mapped into steps on a pathway of impacts. Research questions 
and a list of keywords to search were developed. They reached consensus on the final conceptual model, 
research questions, contextual background questions, keywords, and keyword combinations. Internal and 
external subject matter experts reviewed a draft of the note. A copy of the conceptual model is available 
upon request. 

Our research questions related to the bill components examined:

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect the supply of housing?  

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect the supply of affordable housing?  

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect the supply of housing in areas zoned for single-family/multi-family 
dwelling use?  

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect access to well-established neighborhoods with services and 
transportation?  

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect access to safe and quality neighborhoods? 

•	� To what extent does rent from ADUs supplement homeowner income to pay for mortgages?   

•	� To what extent does rent from ADUs help seniors supplement income?   

•	� To what extent do ADUs help seniors retire in place?   

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect household disposable income?   

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect housing instability?   

•	� To what extent do ADUs provide long-term housing?  

•	� To what extent do ADUs house families compared to individuals?   

•	� To what extent do ADUs provide quality housing?   

•	� To what extent do ADUs affect homelessness?  

•	� To what extent does legislation incentivize the construction of ADUs?    

•	� To what extent does amnesty of unpermitted ADUs lead owners to register and become fully 
compliant?  

The research team then conducted an expedited literature review using a systematic approach to minimize 
bias and answer each of the identified research questions.97 They limited the search to systematic reviews 
and meta-analyses of studies first, since they provide analyses of multiple studies or address multiple 
research questions. If no appropriate systematic reviews or meta-analyses were found for a specific 
question, we searched for nonsystematic research reviews, original articles, and research reports from 
US agencies and nonpartisan organizations. The search was limited to electronically available sources 
published between January 2014 and January 2019. Research cited by these sources was also explored, 
some of which were outside these dates. 

The research team searched PubMed and EBSCO databases along with the following leading journals 
to explore each research question: The American Journal of Public Health, Social Science and Medicine, 
Health Affairs, Social Science Research, Journal of Urban Economics, Housing Policy Debate, Housing 
Studies, and Journal of Housing and Community Development. For all searches, the research team used 
the following key terms: Accessory Dwelling Units, supply of housing, affordable housing, proximity to 
services, quality housing, healthy housing, transportation, disposable income, rent, rent burden, housing 
stability, mortgages, seniors, aging, low-income families, green housing, and secondary income.
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The research team also searched the websites of leading relevant policy organizations, including the Terner 
Center at UC Berkeley, the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, the US Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, the Brookings Institute, and the Urban Institute.

After following the above protocol, the research team screened 95 abstracts. They reviewed and identified 
36 peer-reviewed and grey literature sources for full-text review, excluding 18 titles. The remaining 18 
sources were included in the Health Note. In addition, the research team identified other peer-reviewed 
sources through the original articles and identified additional resources with relevant research outside of 
the peer-reviewed literature. A final sample of 26 resources was used to create the Health Note. 

Of the studies included, the strength of the evidence was qualitatively described and categorized as: not 
well researched, mixed evidence, a fair amount of evidence, strong evidence, or very strong evidence. The 
evidence categories were adapted from a similar approach from another state.

Very strong evidence: The literature review yielded robust evidence supporting a causal relationship with 
few if any contradictory findings. The evidence indicates that the scientific community largely accepts the 
existence of the relationship.
Strong evidence: The literature review yielded a large body of evidence on the association, but the body 
of evidence contained some contradictory findings or studies that did not incorporate the most robust 
study designs or execution or had a higher than average risk of bias; or some combination of those factors. 
A fair amount of evidence: The literature review yielded several studies supporting the association, but 
a large body of evidence was not established; or the review yielded a large body of evidence but findings 
were inconsistent with only a slightly larger percent of the studies supporting the association; or the 
research did not incorporate the most robust study designs or execution or had a higher than average risk 
of bias.
Mixed evidence: The literature review yielded several studies with contradictory findings regarding the 
association.
Not well researched: The literature review yielded few if any studies or yielded studies that were poorly 
designed or executed or had high risk of bias.

This Health Note was produced using a methodology and approach developed by the Health Impact 
Project at The Pew Charitable Trusts, and is part of a pilot program in several jurisdictions to test the use 
of Health Notes to inform policymaking at state and local levels. This Health Note is supported by a grant 
from the Health Impact Project. The views expressed are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect 
the views of the Health Impact Project or The Pew Charitable Trusts.

Please visit the Health Impact Project at www.healthimpactproject.org for more information.

Additional Information
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